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The Center

The mission of the Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students
(CDS) is to significantly improve the education of disadvantaged students at each level of
schooling through new knowledge and practices produced by thorough scientific study and
evaluation. The Center conducts its research in four program areas: The Early and Elementary
Education Program, The Middle Grades and High Schools Program, the Language Minority
Program, and the School, Family, and Community Connections Program.

The Early and Elementary Education Program

This program is working to develop, evaluate, and disseminate instructional programs
capable of bringing disadvantaged students to high levels of achievement, particularly in the
fundamental areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. The goal is to expand the raiige of
effective altematives which schools may use under Chapter 1 and other compensatory education
funding and to study issues of direct relevance to federal, state, and local policy on education of
disadvantaged students.

The Middle Grades and High Schools Program

This program is conducting research syntheses, survey analyses, and field studies in middle
and high schools. The three types of projects move from basic research to useful practice.
Syntheses compile and analyze existing knowledge about effective education of disadvantaged
students. Survey analyses identify and describe current programs, practices, and trends in middle
and high schools, and allow studies of their effects. Field studies are conducted in collaboration
with school staffs to develop and evaluate effective programs and practices.

The Language Minority Program

This program represents a collaborative effort. The University of California ar Santa
Barbara is focusing on the education of Mexican-American students in California and Texas;
studies of dropout among children of recent immigrants are being conduc.ed in San Diego and
Miami by Johns Hopkins, and evaluations of leamning strutegies in schools serving Navajo,
Cherokee, and Lumbee Indians are being conducted by the University of Northern Arizona. Ttre
goal of the program is to identify, develop, and evaluate effective prog-ams for disadvantaged
Hispanic, American Indian, Southeast Asian, and other language minority children.

The School, Family, and Community Connections Program

This program is focusing on the key connections between schools and families and between
schools and communities to gmld better educational programs for disadvantaged children and
youth. Initial work is seeking to provide a research base concerning the most effective ways for
schools to interact with and assist parents of disadvantaged students and interact with the
community to produce effective community involvemens:.
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_ Abstract

Mmponduaibumnhﬁmwwqplyuﬁomlmeﬂndsmm
duce radically improved outcomes for all students in-a school district. . It (a) dis-

cusses issues that must be tackled % produce major changes in & school system’s
devemmd

dmm“mmmmmm(c)m”mbm
in developing constructive system responses to the problem of student dropout.
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Achieving School Im%{rovement
tructuring

For a number of years we have been explor-
ing methods for helping schools and other orga-
nizations assess themselves and then plan, im-
plement, and evaluate improvement efforts.
This work has led to a method for assessing
school climate (G. Gottfredson, 1985), a struc-
ture for facilitating school improvement (G.
Gottfredson, 1984; G. Gottfredson & D.
Gottfredson, 1987, G. Gottfredson, Rickert, Ad-
vani, & D. Gottfredson, 1984), and some exam-
ples of the application of these tools in success-
ful school improvement programs (D. Gottfred-
son, 1986, 1987a) and experimental programs to
reduce the risk of adolescent problem behavior
in schools (e.g., D. Gottfredson, 1986, 1987b;
G. Gottfredson, 1987a, 1987b).

More recently, we have applied this school
improvement method in helping to restructure a
school system to reduce the risk of dropout.
This is a bigger leap than it may at first app:ar
to be. People planning and imiplementing im-
provements in a school are workers at the pro-
duction level (the faculty) and their first-level
supervisor (the principal). In contrast, planming
and implementing improvements in a school
system require concerted action by individuals at
more levels of the system, concerted action
despite specialization of roles and function and
barriers to communication, and less direct first-
hand knowledge of the conditions of instruction
on the part of the planners. Nevertheless there
are similarities between the planning structures
that are appropriate for building-level groups
and those appropriate for school districts.

In (his report we (i) discuss some issues in-
volved in intervention with a school system to
promotc restructuring, (ii) illustrate how a pro-
gram development structure applies to coping
with these issues, and (jif) summarize progress
to date in developing constructive system
responses to the problem of the risk of student
dropout in a large school system.

J. Issues in School System Development
Attempts to restructure a school system must

address nine issues: (a) perspective, (b) goals,
(c) inertia, (d) ccherence, (e) objectives, (f) de-

Through School District

sign choices, (g) noms, (h) quality control, and
(i) persistence. School systems are composed of
groups of people in interaction who work with
and through each other to accomplish the educa-
tional goals of the organization. These nine is-
sues are issues with which these groups must
cope successfully to improve schools in the sys-
tem and reduce dropout and other forms of
adolescent problem behavior.

Perspective

A successful poet once explained that it was
his job to notice the things that most people took
for granted -- the things they did not notice be-
cause their attention was directed to the hazards
and tasks of day to day life. Most of us--
including most superintendents, educational
cvaluation and research specialists, pupil person-
nel directors, curriculum and instruction
specialists, and other school system
administrators--are focused on the routine
hazards of our jobs. Even when personnel are
directing attention to relatively large projects
(overhauling curricutum, say, or working to get
a new criterion-referenced testing program oper-
ating properly), this attention is really mostly at-
tention to details.

One product of a structure useful for educa-
tional improvement at the school district level is
perspective. Achieving perspective requires dis-
tancing oneself and other members of the ad-
ministrative group from the specific roles as-
signed to each member and from the specific
hazard occupying one’s attention at the moment
to take stock of how the system is doing. What
are the major patterns in the educational out-
comes being achie~ed by the entire system? Are
there obvious areas where the reduction of risk
is possible? Would altemative methods of ac-
countability or educational assessment produce a
surpricing or familiar portrait of the system’s
productivi.y?

This distancing and swock taking muy require
an occasion for formal assessment of the sys-
tem’s functioning and outcomes; it may require
the use of information not routinely scrutinized
or the organization of available information in

GatEm Y A
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those community constituencies that are more
difficult to serve.

How ihe goals are managed is also impor-
tant. Are there accountability mechanisms that
focus attention on one part of the system’s goals
but that send t0 ignore others? For example,
does & grade-level testing program focus atten-
tion on test scores in grade but fail to dirert at-

g ’

Mf“w lmpmvm in the school
buildings of a diitrict requires directing manage-
mmmmmuamm

Inertia

Emwu medinpucebya
s expectations, 08¢ m hatits,. and
mwmm of i

sysiem m weigh anchor.

Somupeclﬂckintofevmandmws
are useful in weighing anchor. These include (2)
information, (b) - communication: events; - ()
crises, (d) salient: aiternative - onganizational
forms or activities, and (¢) a method, for manag-

ing change. It is uscful in particular 1o think of
school systems as groups of interacting individu-
als, and to use methods for | decision and
the induction of social change along the lines il-
lustrated by Lewin (1947).

Coherence




coherence, then, is enthusiasm for the fad of the
moment. A~ second reason is that program
choices are made without benefit of what we call
a theory of action.

A theory of action explains a problem or the
path to its resolution in terms of variables cver

iables over which they have little control (e.g.,
"parents don't ‘value’ - cation") you are hear-
ing a theory of inaction.! A group operating on
the basis of a theory of action is more likely to
develop a coberent program directed at solving

According to a recent report in the Baltimore
Evening Sun (Kelly, 1988), the city school sys-
tem'’s grade retention rate in the fist grade is
about 19%. It is equally high

g
B
i

in grade at least once and the dropout rate
probably around 50%.

Suppose that Baltimore City Public Schools
adopted a goal of raising the school comipletion
rate from its current level to 80% within four
years while maintaining current graduation re-
quirements (that is, not graduation
standards dramatically). This would be a hoge-
lessly difficult objective for the system. Be-

I'This theory of inaction is not ooty likely 5o be un-
productive of action, but it is also ncerly always false.
There may be a few parents somewhere who do not
value education for their children, but they are clearly
devist individuals. Perhaps what this complaint
really means is, "parents do not do what I want them
0 do ©0 help me educate thei: children.” This
rephrasing is & more useful theory, because it sug-
gests that the person uticring the sexencs mig t be
more cffective in communicating what he/she wants,
among other things,

10

system'’s plans to reduce the risk of adolescent
problem behavior.

Objectives must be attainable and perceived
to be aitzinabie by the cnplication of feasible
amounts of effort.

Norms

Every school system has developed a set of
verbalized and tacit norms that structure the way
it does business. These norms have a
influence, they are some of the ."anchors” that
maintain the status quo. Developing or chang-
ing shared definitions in entire school systems is
more difficukt than changing norms ir single
schools,

Among other things, norms and role defini-
tions desermine who communicates with whom,
who is regarded as "responsible” for planning in
specific areas of the system’s conceen, and who
is "not responsible” for planning in various
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--tall structure. spe-
cialization of function, and norms regarding
communication--make control an issue

cal to the apward communication of bad news.
It appears typical of school systems that they

tively little to the management of the specific in-
terventions or reforms that are insended to solve

have no mechaniam &£ all to track the match be-
tween the content of tutoring in a pull-out pro-
gram and the reading instruction that occurred in
the student’s classrooia that day. To conduct
quality coeitrol at the level of classroom imple-
mentation, building-level personnel must be in-
volved. District-level personnel cannot quality-
control classroom activities.

One common result of the difficulty of quali-
ty controlling many aspects of programs from
the system level is the phenomenun of school
sysiems quality controlling their image rather
than their programs,

Persistence

Most reforms in education do not work as in-
tended. Most reforms do not produce the ex-
pected outcomes. Most reforms do not occur ‘n
the intended way. Most reforms are cventurlly
shandcaed in favor of a different reform.  Most
reforms that replace 0ld reforms do ot vork as

Persigtence is required because the difficulty
in getting innovations to be effeciive is predict-
sble. Itis predictable “hat groups involved in in-

3. Specifying critical benchmarks, iraple-
mentation standards, and time-delineated tasks
to serve as indicators of progress ezily in the de-
velopmental life of ihe program.
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shows that high rates of grade retention have
been a problem of long standing in this district,
although a problem that may have been ex-
acerbated by the application of stricter standards
for grade promotion in the absence of effective
restructuring to produce greater student leaming.
Overage students drop out in grade 9 and after,
relatively few graduating seniors are overage.

Fact-Finding, Balance, and Goal Manage-
ment

Additional fact-finding focused on the ways
tne system’s general aims were understood and
managed, and on how balanced this understand-
ing was. Interviews were conducted with area
superintendents, principals, assistant principals,
counselors, and teachers in a cross-section of
schools. In response to questions about goals,
most individuals at all levels identified raising
test scores on the norm-referenced and criterion-
referenced tests composing the district’s state-
imposed testing program as a key goal. Some
personnel pointed to "overage students” in mid-
dle schools and dropout in the high schools as
problems, but not as priorities for problem solv-
ing.

Interviews tumed up no evidence of any sys-
tematic methods for coping with student
heterogeneity beyond Chapter 1 resource and in-
class programs and special education programs.
That is, no programmatic aitempt to assist class-
room teachers manage the instruction of
heterogeneous classec was evident. Interviews,
and a review of records, showed that rates of
suspension (in and out of school) and expulsion
were extremely high in many middle schools.
High rates of grade retention in first grade were
generally regarded as expected. Certified spe-
cial education eachers, and teachers 0 work in
schools in the poorer rural areas and in central
city (predominantly black) schools were in short
supply. Some noncertificated personnel were
being used, and there was a general perception
that less experienced and talented personnel
were staffing schools in less "desirable” loca-
tions.

Our examination of "balan..  versus im-
balance in the management of the district’s goals
showed that there were vast differences in edu-
cational outcomes for different groups of stu-
dents and different schools. Figure 6 shows that

Combined with the data about test scores and
grade retention, this additional information
served to focus the school system planning
team’s attention on a redefinition of goals and
assessment procedures that reflect a greater
balance. Specifically, the wam framed long-
term goals for increasirg the percentage of stu-
dents who meet grade-to-grade promotion stan-
dards at ti:e expected age as well as goals for the
rercentage of ninth graders who graduats from
i¢* school. The planning group was con-
"~<ined by the expectation that the school board
would look with disfavor on any proposal that
hinted of relaxing performance standards in any
way, and the new overall goal coped with the
board’s emphasis on standards by setting a more
balanced as well as more difficult standard by
emphasizing both the promotion criteria and the
timeliness with which they are met.

Overcoming Inertia

Both the situation the school system faced
and the program development structure we ap-
plied probably contributed to progress for this
school system. Grade retention had developed
into a sufficient problem for the middie schools
that there was in some sense a "crisis” and the
system had been negatively reviewed by the
state department of education partly on this
basis. The application of the PDE method by a
group specially composed for planning and fa-
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cilitated by outsiders also helped o stimulate
communication, caused new informeation t© b
considered, cxplicitly fostered the examination
of alterative courses of action, and provided a
method for managing change. Force-field anal-
ysis was used as onc method to overcome in-
ertia,

Program Coherence and Program Theory

In simplest terms, the rationale for the educa-
tional improvements in this system:’s pian is that
improved instrucion focused more directly on
ensuring that low pexformers learn and on better
application of available resources will lead to
enhanced academic pesformance, leading
higher rates of on-time attainment of promotion
standards, leading to less retention in grade,
leading (because the best predictor of dropout is
grade retention; Bachman, Green, & Wirtanen,
1971) to higher rates of on-time compietion of
the school system’s standards for high school
graduation. The theory of action, shown in Fig-
ure 8, provides one structure for focusing per-
sonnel and program effort in new directions, and
it stroctures the district’s decisions by making
certain kinds of activities and innovations easy
todefendndod:mmmdifﬁcnh(inmesmse
that they require special justification). The
clected board endorsed the 2001 plan and the
theory incorporated in it (Charleston County
School District, 1988).

The system’s plan recognizes, however, that
the causal process leading to dropout on the one
hand and on-time graduation on the other are
somewhat more complex than this simplified
rationale implics. In more compiete detail, the
plan assumes that teacher quality, methods of
and arrangements for instruction, adult supervi-
sion in the schools and in the home, and student
attitudes and conduct all contribute to or detract
from acadmic peformance. The plan recog-
nizes that \hese fcrors o= only partly within the
purview of the schools and only partly amenable
to school action 10 bring about improvements.
Where appropriate and feasible, however, the
school can influence each of these elements of
the causal process. Teacher assignments, teach-
ing methods and arrangements, and supervision
and discipline by school persoanel are all factors
that can be manipulated to advantage by the
school system. Parental supervision and as-
sistance in achieving educational objectives is

only partly amenabie (0 school intervention. But

it is legitimate for schools %0 request specific
kinds of assistance from parents in these areas--

dards in the school, will (according to the sys-
tem’s theory of action) lead 0 less student prob-
lem behavior, greaser attachment $o the school,
more coanmitment o educational pursuits, and
higher levels of belief in the validity of conven-
tional rules. - These outcomes will all contribute
to sustained educational progress. These out-
comes should also reduce the mismatch between
school structures and arrmngements and the life

that thwart school participat® - for
some adolescents (although some life predica-
ments are beyond the school’s purview). This
theory, developed by group consensus through
discussion snd consideration of the evidence
about persistence in education, led to the specifi-
cation of objectives congruent with the theory
and the consideration of improvements con-
gruent with the objectives specified. In ab-
breviated form, these objectives are:

1. Increasing the percentages of students
meeting grade-to-grade promotion (iteria at the
expected age by specified amounts each year.

2. Reducing counterproductive student be-
havior, including drug and alcohol use, delin-

3. Increasing student commitment to educa-
tional goals, attachment to school, and belief in
conventional social rules.

4. Improved experience and performance of
teachers providing instruction in high-risk
schools (i.e., rural schools and schools with a
high proportion of students receiving subsidized
lunch) and providing instruction to high-risk stu-
dents in all schools (i.c., students eligible for
Chapter I services and students who have failed
to meet promotion standards at any point in their
educational careers).

14
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One important structure for promoting pro-
gram coherence was an agreed-upon rule that
only those imnovations that evidence implied
would approach the objectives that the theory of
action implied must be reached would be con-
sidered in planning. The application of this rule
led to the specification of 17 specific intetrven-
tions o be initiated in the next two years (with
additional interventions to be phased in over
time). These interventions are a credible and
impressive set of reforms targeted directly at the
problems the district must solve. They include
the application of more structured kindergarten,
improved reading and math instruction in the
carly clementary grades, an ambitious agenda of
teacher #»ad administrator training, cooperative
leaming and improvements in discipline in the
middle schools, and other improvements.

These innovations must be first implemented
on an experimental basis, complete with a
rigorous evaluation, and shown to be
demonstrably more effective than existing ar-
rangements before they are extended district
wide. This additional rule about piloting and
showing the superior efficacy of new arrange-
ments is a powerful structure for directing the
activities of educaiional professionals in the dis-
trict. ‘The first of these formal evaluations
highlighted the efficacy of some methods for
managing student behavior in the middle grades
(D. Gottfredson, Karweit, and G. Gottfredson,
1989) and implied that the program could be
modified to make improvements. An evaluation
of another nilot program to increase the equity
with which elementary school teachers interact
with students is almost complete, an assessment
of the use of home-based reinforcement by guid-
ance personnel implied that improvements in
implementation are needed before the program
will work. Ambitious evaluctions of radically
restructured kindergarten and elementary school
instruction and fundamental changes in the al-
ocation of resources for instruction in Chapter 1
schools are being conducted now (despite the
ravages of Hurricane Hugo just as the experi-
ment was beginning).

Setting Feasible Goals and Objectives

In 1987 in this school district, the number of
persons enrolled in 12th grade was about 55% of
the number of persons enrolled in Sth grade in
1980, so the current on-time graduation rate for

8

this school district is about 55%. The speed
with which this percentage can be raised to 80%
is limited by the demography of the current high
gchool population and the unfortunate fact that
many lﬂgluebool aged studerts hlve already
discontinued their educations. The planning
team decided 0 use graduation records to caicu-
late tne on-time graduation rate for each year as
precisely as possible (using the number of dis-
trict students of fifth-grade age seven years ear-
lier as the denominator), making corrections for
in- and out-migration if necessary, t0 assess
progress towards the goal of 80% graduation by
the year 2001. The year 2001 is the year stu-
dents entering kindergarten in 1688 would be
expected to graduate. To achieve a goal of 80%
graduation by the year 2001, the percentage im-
provement wiil have to exceed 2% cach year on
average. Because bigger improvements due to
the cumulative effectiveness of improving edu-
cational progress in the earlier grades will not be
manifested in high school completions for
several years, improvements smaller than 2%
are expected in 1989 and 1990, with Jarger im-
provements manifested in later years.

Similar logic was applied in th. specification
of feasible goals and objectives in other areas.

We have worked with the Division of Re-
search and Evaluation to design new organiza-
tional performance and accouutability structures.
From now on, the district aud every school in it
will know what proportior: of students in each
grade are meeting the districts educational stan-
dards on time. In addition, key outcomes im-
plied by the district’s theory of action will be
regularly monitored through student surveys and
other means. These modified evaluation and ac-
countability structures, reported on a routine
basis, setve to focus the atlention of everyone
concemed on a new set of goais and objectives.
This modified reporting method produces
dramatic differences in performance criteria
from the old grade-level criterion-referenced
testing program and reports; it direrts attention
to on-time achic.vemen: Jf standards.

Normative Re-Education and Job Ke-
Definition

The school system’s plan for educational im-

provement and dropout reduction calls for ap-
plying the PDE method in an iterative fashion
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over the years. This means, repeated monitoring

progress.
od iteelf is intended to be a tool for normative
re-cducation in the school system.

Communication ¢f new norms - new goais
andobjecﬂva--inamp.comp!cxﬂ.m

tion proved difficult. A look at the chait of or-
ganization shown in Figure 9 hulps to explain
why. Like many school systems, line authority
over school-buildirg. persornel goes through a
Division of Administration, and most of the per-
scmelwuhmpunibilityformededm.adec-
tion, and quality-control of instructional im-
provements are in a eparate division (Cur-
riculum and Instruction in this instance). Staff
development finictio.s are separated in a third
division (Personne®™, These structural arrange-
ments build in-isolation of workers performing

one function from workers performing logically
related functions in other divisions.

In addition, the organizational structure as it
existed in 1987 for the Division of Curriculum
and Instruction (Figure 10) shows that the spans
of control for the Deputy Superintendent and for
the Director of Curriculum were broad. Obser-
vations implied that it was difScult for these ad-
ministrators to know about and coordinate the
activities of all of those under their supervision.
The Board approved the reorganization shown in
Figure 11, that reduced the span of control con-
siderably, especially for the Director of Cur-
riculum.

Sub-Committee Structure. To integrate the
planning, implementation, and evaluation func-
tions that would otherwise have been carried out
in isolation in one part of the organization or an-
other, we devised an approximation to a matrix
organization structure (Steiner & Ryan, 1968;
Davis & Lawrence, 1977). Sub-Committees,
cach with a Chair serving as project leader, are
composed of the requisite people from the vari-

ous Divisions -- Administration (including
scboolbuilding) Personnel, and Curriculum and
Instruction. Thig brings together people with 2x-
pertise in Chapter 1 funding with professionals
specializing in early childhood education and lo-
ca} administration to design, implement, and
evaluate kindergarten and early elementary pro-

grams, for cxample. There is one such Sub-
Committee for each major new undertaking.
People_arc ‘assigned to the Sub-Committee by
their-owi' Divisional .sup=ivisor, but: work to-
mmubﬂuﬁpofm.mﬁrofﬂn

Sub-Commitiee: 7. ' of tlie Division from

wﬁchﬂnyuednwn(nel’im 12,
’ms wquiru eoo:dmamatme Depmy Su-

The application of this approximation of a
matrix orgazation structure, together with the
made in the District’s organization
chart, necessitated the redefinition of jobs for
central administration We created a
special workbook for job redesign 9 facilitate
ﬂznegoﬁaﬁonofnewjobdeﬁniuommdmejn
clusion of Sub-Committee responsibilities in
performance reviews (G. Gottfredson, 1989).

Other steps have been taken to compress or-
dinary channels of communication. This in-
cludes several district-wide special meetings for
principals anC assistant principals to discuss the
new goals, objectives, rationale, and method of
operating, and it includes the regular publication
of a 2001 newsletter.

Quuality Control and Persistence

The planning team is now working with
those parts of the PDE method that call for
specifying implementation standards. for their
reforms. Because of the system-wide nature of
the reforms being dcveloped, quality control
procedures that can be applicd at the building
level and monitored at the system level are re-
a-ired. Educators in pilot schools are working
wh district personnel to devise quality control
i the are effective in the building with
district pervonnel then having responsibility for
disseminating these procedures in other schools
and monitoring the monitoring of these imple-
meniation standards (c.g., Behavior and Class-
room Management Committee, 1990).
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T Key 001

1: Inproved Kindecgerten (KIND) . -

2: Primery Reeding 1-3 (lﬂb)

3: Cooperative Integreted Neading and Conpdsttion.(CINCY 46

4: Reading and Writing Across tharﬂeul\- &

T

5: Computer Assisted Instruction Language Afts (CAT)
6: Neth Instruction 3-5 (TAI) Tesm Aesisted lmtmﬁm
7: Toacher Effectivenses and Lxpectations (TEM) ,

8: Niddle Schools Instruction (Cooperative l;nmin) "e1)
9: Flexible Arrangements for Nigh School (PLEX)

10: Business and Community Col laboration (8&C) '

11: High School Teacher Advisor-Advises (ADV)

12: Assessment of N itery (ASEM)

13: School-Bssed Support (388)

14: Summer Enhancement Program K-8 (9UM)

15: Student Suspension/Regulstions snd Practices (SUSP)
16: niddle ldn;l Sehavior and Clessronm Mensgement (BCN)
17: Persornel Allocation to At-Risk Scheols (ALL)

18: Parental Assfistance (PAR)

19: Vocational Educetien’s Rele (VOC)
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CHARLESTON COUMTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
ORGANIZATION IN 1987

Superintendent
Deputy Operations Deputy Curric. & Inetr. Deputy Administration Deputy Personnel
I_ = Coordinator of Local L
Records, Facilities, Etc. = bir. Instruction \ Mninistration h 0ir. Staff Development
- Dir. Currfculum = Area Supt. Dist. 1 L Other Personnel Functions
2 Rural Schools
=1 Dir. Pupil Personnel - Ares « Dist, 2
8 Schools
4 Dir. Evai. & Research — Area . Dist. 3 ;g
7 Schools o
N ;;‘;‘ﬁ
o) A
= Dir. Adult Education ]  Arse .upt. Dist. 4 g
28 Urbarnyuburben Schools ,j;gg
&
1 Dir. Federal Programs 4 Area Suot. Dist. 9 "%
5 Rurai Schools b
— 0ir. Middle Schools — Area Supt. Dist. 10
10 Suburben Schools

= Area Supt. Dist. 20
9 Urben Schools

— Ares Supt. Dist 23
6 Rural Schools

County-Wide District
With Eight Constituent

Superintendent Appointed by a Board
Districts (Areas)

Which Is Elected County Wide
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Division of Currfcutus and Instruction
After Roorgenization

Curriculum & lmttmtlm

Inmatruction Curriculum Pupit Personnc! Evel. & Reseorci Adult Education

— Voc. Ed. Wumenities - PP Toams Testing Literacy

— Alt. Lrng. —{ Math & Science = LIr

ot

-1 Inst. Swp. — Arts =1  EN/CI Teams

- Guidence

Note the narrowed spen of control for
the Deputy Superintendent, the Director
of Curriculum and Director of Pupil
Personnel Services
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An Approximation to a Matrix Organization Structure

Division of
Cugriculam & Division of Division of
Sub-Committee instruction Adminis=ation Personnel
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Figure 12




